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State’rte’it of the Case
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An appeal Fin’ been filed on hehalfof the property owner with the Slate Board of

Equalizatioci. File LinderNigned adminisirative juthre conducted a hearing in this matter oii

Api-il I I 2006 in -I ricsboroLlgli. lennessee. In LtIcinthItee at the hearing were Stiiilcv

Keebler, the appellant, and Washirizion County Property Assessor representative. Jo]in

Sinis.

ilNiNiS IF FA.1ANI’ONCI,tSIOSOF lAW

Subject property Co risisis if an unimproved 2.22 LC ic tract located on Wi ‘tol

Highway n Johnson its. Tennessee.

The threshold issue in this appeal concerns j un diction. This issue arisc 1mm the

act iii’! he disputed appraisal was riot appealed a the Washiiigtui County Board of

l-.Iual,ati durinu its 2105 session.

flie administntivc judge finds that Tennessee law requires a taxpayer to appeal an

assessment to the County Board ofEqualization prior to appealing to lie State Board of

l!.qLL;LIiJaIiim. kim. Code Ann. N7-5-1401 & 67-5-1112b. A direct appeal to the SILIC

Uoarl permitted only ifthe assessor does not timely notify the taxpayer ofa change of

lsscsmeiiL prior to the meeting ofthe County Board. Tenu. Code Ann. § 67-5-{tSa3

& 67- - 9tI c - Nevertheless. i lie legi’Iatiire has a] o provided that:

Ihe ra’1iisur shall have righi to a heaiing and detem,ination to
show reusollalile cause for the taxpayer’s failure to ide an appeal
is provided in this section and, upon demonstrating such
reasonable cause, the [staid board shall accept such appeal from
he taxp;neer up to March I orthe year suF’cqtierit to hit year in
which the :tssessiite,ir was made.

teitri. Ct,de AiliL 6-3l4l 2e The Assessment :plitaIls ‘otTiIIiisInhi. iii interpreting

this section, has held that:

[lie deall i tics :tiitl requirements for appeal are clearly ei out in
the la". and owners ot property are charjed with kiio’ I edge iii



them. It wa not the intent of the reasonali Eu cause provisions
to waive these requiremenis except where the failure to meet
them is due to illness or other circumstances beyond the
Lljti>trs cIlilirill.

Associated I ipeline Contractors. Inc.. Will iainson County. lax Year 1992,Assessmcnt

Appeals Commission Aug. Ii, 1994. See a/so John Orovets. ChcathamCounn-. Tax Year

1991, Assessment Appeals Commission Dec. IZ, 1991. Thus, for the State Board of

Nt]LlIlization to havejurisdiction in this appeal, the tap:ier must F,iiw that eircti,iiiai,ces

beyond his control prevented him from appealing to the Washington County Board II

lLqilalization.

lie admini.stratie judge ‘‘KIN that Mr. KeeNer appealed ubjecl parcel to tile HiLlL

p1 Fc1uali,ation for tax year 2114 along with tveraI other parcel’. Ihe

adminitratie judge ruled in Mr. Keebler’s favor in most ofthose appeals. With respect to

this parlicular parcel, however, the administrative judac allirmed the assessor’s valuation.

Ilie administrati e judges decision was not appealed to the Asusnient Appeals

Coninu ssIoii

According to the records of the Washington County Board ofEqualization Mr.

Keibler did not file ny appeal.s for tax year 2003 "ith that body. Mr Keehier teqitied that

he could 110 loil4cr rexiiciiiher which, if an, parcel lie appealed to the Vashiti I County

Board of Equalization during its 2005 session Mr. Keebler did not provide any reason for

his apparent failure 10 appeal locally.

Respectfully, the administrative judge Ends Mr. Ke.e.hler failed to establili that

ciicurnstaticcs beo,il ]ii control prevented him from appea Ii ri to the Wasliiiig I County

Board of fiquatization. I ndicd. it appears that si niple "attentive’ less constituted the

underlying problem. The adminisativejudge finds that Mr Keebler is well versed in

appeal procedures as evidenced b die numerous appeals he has filed with the :;IsiIinuIon

County Board of ltquali>.at;oit irid Sr:,te Board al Iqualization overtlie yeas lit

adminisative judge flnds that the records of the Vashington Count’ Hoard ol l:qualizatioti

must be presutiied correct absent evidence to die contrary.

0111K

Its the velure ORDERED I liar this appeal be disni issed for lack of I LI Fl sd ‘en arid

the following value and assessment remain in effect br tax year 2005:

.Al V.ALUL !MPROYEMEF VAlUE lOlAIVALUE .ASSI-SSMINI

S4220{ -0- S542.2d111 2 l6.’q{,

It is Ft RIl-IER ORDERI.I that an applicable hearing c<sl’ be assessed pursuant to

ienn Code Ann. § 6’-5-t501 cI and State Board ofEqualiz2tion Rule 0600-1-17.



Pursuant to the Uniform Administrative Procedures Act, lean. Code Ann. 4-5-

t}I -
25 Tenn. Code Ann, 67-5-ISO $ and the Rules ci Contested Case Procedure ofthe

State Board of Equalization, the lItc are advised ofthe iLlowiiig re’IILdLCS:

A party may appeal this decision and order to the Assess’i,enl Appeals

Commission pursuant to Teun. Code Ann. 67-S.- ISO! and Rule 0600-I-.!?

ut the Contested Case Procedure’ of the Stale Board of FquaI ization.

cti’pcee Code Annotated r7.-I Sc’ 1c prvidc Tint iii appeal must he

filed within thirty 30 days from the date the initial decision is sent."

Rule 1600- -. I? of the Contested Case Procedures of the Stale !3oai’I of

htLuaIiz;itiop provide’ that the appeal ticd with the [secutive Secretory oF

the State l9oard ci lit the pi’eii idei,tiIv cite allegedly orriliteous

findings oi fact and/or conclusioos of law in the initial order" or

2. A parts may petition for reconsideration F this Iccisjt,n and order pursuant to

‘Icon. Code Alit. 4-5-3 17 wi thin Ii ken I S da of the c tir’ of the order.

‘lie petition br reconsideration mis’ stale he specilic grounds upon which

relief i requested. The films of a petition for reconsideration is lot a

PcCrCLlti is, Ic for seek, ri adniiiit sliat ne or judiei:iI review: or

A party may petition for a stay ot efftivenoss of this dec i ‘ioti and order

pursuant to Tcnn. Code Ann. 4-5-316 within seven 7 days or the entry 01

the order.

This order does not become final until an otticu’ certi lea te is isuctI by the

Asest, lent Appeal ‘nil itti ssion. Official L’efl ibic;te arc ,omiaj I issLied sevecti y-li

75 clays after the entry ofthe initial decision and order ifno pail’ has appealed.

NNTERED this 20th day oF April. 2Ut6.
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C: Stanley Keebkr and Joe Hale
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